2) Make work pay better than it does now for the less educated;
3) Expand both work requirements and opportunities for the hard to employ while maintaining an effective work-based safety net for the most vulnerable members of our society, especially children; and 4) Make more jobs available.
Taken together, these proposals will expand opportunity and promote income security among low-income workers, while requiring them to take responsibility to make every effort to work.
IMPROVING SKILLS TO GET WELL-PAYING JOBS
In the current labor market, it's become very difficult to improve the earnings of less-educated workers without also improving their skills, so there is broad consensus that we need to do just that. For much of the last five decades, government-funded "job training" programs have aimed to improve the skills of low-income adults and youth. They include programs funded under the current Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA). Evaluations of these programs have shown mixed and generally limited effects. For this and other reasons, federal funding for such programs has greatly diminished.
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Instead, most of what we used to call training occurs today in higher education, primarily at community colleges, where less-educated youth and adult workers seek occupational certificates and associate degrees tied to particular occupations such as nursing, welding, and computer repair and maintenance. As funding for WIOA and its earlier iterations has fallen, Pell grants and other forms of support for students from poor families have increased;
they now fund more job training for the poor than all other federal workforce programs combined. As we will show in Chapter 5, college dropout rates are high among lowincome students, and, when they do complete credentials, too many earn them in generic liberal arts programs that have relatively little labor market value.
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Going to college need not mean focusing only on the traditional academic skills aimed at white collar jobs. Many students with limited or ineffective earlier schooling might do better in career and technical education (CTE) aimed at helping them qualify for skilled and well-paid blue collar positions. Community colleges are participating
Going to college need not mean focusing only on the traditional academic skills aimed at white collar jobs.
"
in more "partnerships" with employers to generate industry-specific (or "sectoral") training, which shows better impacts on low-income workers' earnings in evaluation studies than did most earlier training programs. 94 Many community colleges, in partnership with local workforce boards, are also building "career pathways" that combine classroom training, attainment of credentials, and relevant work experience. As an example, someone working as a nursing aide might first become a certified nursing assistant and then work toward getting an AA degree in licensed practical nursing.
States are trying to expand their industry-specific partnerships and career pathway options. But how far can these successful programs be taken to scale so that they serve more workers? 95 Right now, such activities are marginal in many community colleges, since technical training is relatively expensive (in terms of teacher pay and equipment costs) while colleges receive the same tuition and subsidies for CTE that they get when students enroll in lower-cost classes that the labor market values less. The community colleges have too few incentives to expand teaching capacity in high-demand fields. Many employers, especially those in small and medium-sized businesses, also hesitate to provide significant on-thejob training for a variety of reasons, though it might be in their own interests and those of their workers to do so.
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We believe the way forward is to both increase the financial resources and strengthen the incentives for public two-year colleges to use the resources more effectively.
We would start with stronger performance incentives.
The outcomes that would be rewarded are college completion rates and subsequent labor market earnings.
Thus, we propose that state legislators and governors make some significant part of state subsidies-perhaps as much as one-half-depend on colleges' performance in these areas. So as not to encourage colleges to accomplish this only by "creaming" in admissions (by avoiding riskier students and admitting better ones), states could reward colleges for strong outcomes among the groups whose academic performance tends to be weaker (such as minority, first-generation, and low-income students), or by developing some measures of "value added" or "risk-adjusted" outcomes for all students. 97 The administrative data on education and earnings necessary to implement this proposal are already available, and the federal government and other stakeholders should encourage states to make better use of them.
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As for resources, we suggest that the federal government (perhaps through the Higher Education Act) or the states
give two-year colleges more funding that is targeted specifically to raising teaching capacity in high-demand fields of study, and to support services that would likely improve education and employment outcomes for the poor. Higher expenditures in these areas would let the community colleges expand sector-based training and career pathways while helping students make better-informed choices about the benefits of enrolling in them. 
MAKE WORK PAY MORE FOR THE LESS-EDUCATED
No matter what we do in terms of educating and training low-income students, there is no doubt that many millions will still have low skills and therefore will face a future of low earnings. Working year-round and full-time will often leave single and noncustodial parents in particular with poverty-level earnings, although the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and other benefits can and do help lift many low-income single-parent, cohabiting, and marriedcouple families out of poverty. 106 And, as we noted in Chapter 2, low wages tend to discourage work, especially among less-educated men. We have therefore reached consensus on a pair of policies to "make work pay" better for less-educated and low-income groups. Specifically, we propose to expand the federal childless EITC and to raise the federal minimum wage.
The EITC has already successfully raised earnings among the poor in the past three decades, and it enjoys considerable support among both conservatives and progressives. Most-though not all-analysts believe that it also raises work levels among the poor. 107 But while the federal EITC very generously subsidizes the earnings of lowincome single parents (usually mothers) with children, it currently offers very little to support childless adults, including non-custodial parents.
We support doubling the childless EITC to at least $1,000
per year. President Obama has released a proposal to double the size of the EITC for childless workers, to broaden its phase-out range, and to expand eligibility to younger Some members of our group also worry about increasing the "marriage tax" on poor recipients, some of whom would now qualify for two (both the mother and father)
EITC payments if they were unmarried but would lose eligibility for one or both, depending on their combined earnings, if they married. It is also important to note the strong complementarity that exists between EITC and minimum wage increases.
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A higher minimum wage would reduce government expenditures on the EITC by pushing more workers out of the income ranges at which the EITC payments are high. And the higher minimum wage would prevent market wage reductions that are otherwise created by an expanded EITC, as the available supply of low-wage workers grows.
Any reduction of employment opportunities for young workers should be avoided wherever possible, but the expansion of work-based education (especially apprenticeships) and effective college training for the disadvantaged that we have recommended should also help offset any such job losses.
Finally, we believe that states, and potentially the federal government, should take additional steps to make it easier for mothers with children to work. Though some of these steps will cost additional public dollars, they should help reduce turnover among working mothers and raise their employment rates. One effort that states should consider is the provision of paid family and medical leave. We believe the best way to provide paid leave is by funding it through an increase in state payroll taxes (as California, New Jersey, and Rhode Island have done), and not as a mandate on employers to provide it, which would further raise employment costs and could thus discourage hiring.
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RAISING WORK LEVELS AMONG THE HARD-TO-EMPLOY
Employment levels, especially among less-educated workers, have declined over time. The reasons for falling work levels are not only low skills and wages, but also benefit programs that support people who don't work. The special employment problems among low-skilled men, such as low education and incarceration, also contribute to lower work levels. While requiring non-disabled beneficiaries of various income support programs to work, we must also remove barriers they face when seeking employment; and, if we require more work as a condition of receiving public benefits, we should support policies expanding work availability to those who need it, especially during economic downturns or in depressed regions of the country. Meanwhile, we believe that it's important to maintain an effective workbased safety net (see Chapter 2) for vulnerable members of our society, especially children.
Since welfare reform in the mid-1990s, the nation has moved toward a work-based safety net in which the goal is to use welfare and other benefits to move recipients toward rather than away from employment. 116 But several other federal and state programs providing benefits to non-workers likely still discourage some people from working, though the negative effects are no doubt considerably smaller than they were before welfare reform.
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Some of these programs should be considered "work supports" when combined with low-wage jobs. But in some benefit programs, such as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), we can do more to require or encourage more work (or productive work-related activity such as education and training).
The reasons for falling work levels are not only low skills and wages, but also benefit programs that support people who don't work.
"
TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF)
The TANF program has the strongest work requirements of any means-tested program. After TANF was created in 1996, work increased substantially among single mothers, and especially among never-married mothers, the most disadvantaged group of single mothers and the most likely to be on cash welfare. 118 By 2000, after a 40 percent increase in the labor participation rate of never-married mothers, the child poverty rate among mother-headed families and among black children, the group of children most likely to live in single-parent families, reached their lowest levels ever. In part as a result of work, the TANF rolls declined about 60 percent by 2000.
We often hear two criticisms of the TANF work requirements: that states sanction too many families for failure to meet the work requirements, and that there are now too many single mothers, often called "disconnected mothers," who have neither cash welfare benefits nor a job, some of whom were forced to leave TANF because of the five-year time limit. 119 These two criticisms raise the question of whether welfare programs can have tough work requirements and time limits without unduly increasing the number of mothers who are unable to meet the requirements and become destitute. Our solution, in addition to the exemption from the time limit that already exists for 20 percent of the caseload, is to help states create more jobs; we discuss this proposal below. If necessary, the jobs could be government-supported, which would make it politically easier to enforce strict work requirements because mothers could always get a job.
THE SNAP PROGRAM
Once known as Food Stamps, the SNAP program has a major impact in keeping people out of poverty. However, exemptions should be made for able-bodied adults who might have difficulty meeting work requirements due to mental health or other problems.
HOUSING PROGRAMS
Housing programs have traditionally carried virtually no work requirements. The Housing Choice Voucher Program (Section 8) could experiment with work preparation, job search, or work requirements for recipients who are able to work.
DISABILITY PROGRAMS
Disability programs such as Social Security Disability
Insurance (SSDI) and the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program have recently grown rapidly, even though impairments that prevent work are, if anything, less prevalent today than they were when the rolls were much lower.
On the one hand, there are still some low-income Americans who would be eligible for one of these programs but have difficulty gaining access to it. 121 On the other hand, these programs grant lifelong disability status to individuals who qualify for them, and strongly discourage them from working for the rest of their lives. We need to find a better way to handle these problems.
Expanding disability rolls have caused several European countries to reform their disability programs by tightening eligibility rules and making sure that current recipients are really unemployable. The U.S. should experiment with doing the same by creating stronger incentives for workers to stay off the rolls and to remain employed as much as possible after suffering illnesses or injuries, and for employers to try to accommodate workers with injuries or serious illnesses.
One possible reform would be to vary the tax that employers pay for SSDI, which is now uniform, depending on how many of a firm's employees go on the SSDI program, as we currently do in Unemployment Insurance program. We strongly endorse some statewide pilot programs for these and other reforms, to test their fairness and cost-effectiveness.
DISCUSSION
Some members of our group are concerned that increasing work requirements for the poor, especially for the very hard-to-employ poor (whom employers tend not to hire) or those who live in depressed regions or in times of recession, could mean greater hardship for the most vulnerable, especially children. We therefore believe that any legislation that requires work must be carefully implemented in ways that prevent hardships imposed on children and on disabled adults, and only if rigorously evaluated experiments generate evidence to support them. We must mention two more important issues in this regard. First, it's important that some kind of work opportunity-or at least a work-related activity or constructive pursuits such as education or work preparation-be available to anyone who faces loss of income support for failing to meet a work requirement.
Although we endorse expanding public support for job creation for the poor (discussed below), and also some exemptions from the work requirements, these might not always and everywhere be sufficient to cover all who need them.
In these cases, some type of work activity-perhaps some form of "workfare"-should be offered to the program beneficiary before she is eliminated from the rolls. To be clear:
we don't endorse a new entitlement to publicly funded jobs for these recipients, or any loosening of existing work requirements in TANF; we would only require that some kind of constructive activity (even if unpaid) be available to all recipients before terminating their benefits.
Second, we should consider strengthening the work support system, especially for children, even while requiring more work of beneficiaries. We endorse some specific proposals for improvements, like extending the Additional Child Tax Credit beyond 2017 (when it is due to expire), so long as the credits are based on earnings from work rather than overall income. In addition, we believe several possible changes should at least be analyzed and evaluated, because they could help protect children in families with very low or no earnings, though as a group we offer no definitive recommendation on these additional elements. These could include raising the EITC or the Additional Child Tax Credit payments for families with children in the critical developmental age range of 0-5, providing more state funding for child care, allowing higher SNAP benefits for children in this age range, or offering summer nutrition programs for families with young children.
Another way to increase work rates is to reduce barriers to work facing low-skilled men. In addition to weak labor markets and employers' hesitancy to hire them, these men also sometimes face disincentives to work because of their child support obligations. The Child Support Enforcement Program has become efficient at establishing the paternity of children born outside marriage and levying child support judgments on the noncustodial parent, usually the father. Doing so has generated valuable income for many single-parent families, but it also generates a reason for absent fathers not to work because the child support payments function as a tax on their earnings.
The resentment fathers feel about this system might, in some cases, be a greater deterrent to employment than the financial disincentive itself. A further impediment is that noncustodial fathers who fail to pay their judgments often accumulate large past-due payments, which create very high garnishing rates on their earnings, and thus even larger deterrents to work. In the worst cases, fathers can even be incarcerated for nonpayment. And many low-income fathers already face work barriers, such as very low earnings or criminal records.
Nonetheless, young men need to understand that parenting is a serious responsibility and that they will be held accountable if they don't meet it. Failing to expect both parents to support their children is not only unfair, it reduces marriage incentives, increases poverty rates for custodial mothers and children, and is likely to hurt children.
In a major step toward reducing the work disincentive inherent in child support, the Child Support Enforcement
Program has begun to develop work programs to which absent fathers can be assigned if they have trouble working and paying regularly. These programs combine "help and hassle" like the work programs for mothers in welfare reform. The father must join the program and begin to pay the past-due child support. If he can't find employment, he is given an opportunity to work. If he refuses the job offer and doesn't begin to pay child support, he could be subject to incarceration in some states. Mass incarceration harms not only the offenders, but also the families and communities they leave behind. 
CONCLUSION
Progressive members of our group want to see opportunity expanded to ensure that all workers can find employment,
and to see the government raise the earnings of poor and low-income workers, especially those supporting children.
Conservative members of our group want more workers to take responsibility for themselves and their families by working, while government provides greater security to working families and their children by subsidizing their earnings. Our group has reached consensus on a set of proposals that we believe will meet all of these goals.
Some of our proposals seek to promote more employment in the economy as it is, while others require the government to raise public spending to improve opportunity for the poor. While the budgetary costs of some of our proposals-like increasing the EITC for childless workers-could be significant, they could be offset in the context of a broader tax reform. Some of the costs of our proposals will also be offset by other policies we suggest, such as increasing the minimum wage, which will push many workers into income categories where they are more self-sufficient and less dependent on government income support.
But improving employment prospects for low-income workers or others (such as working mothers who have difficulty paying for child care) need not be left only to the government. We all believe that private sector employers should be encouraged to create upward employment paths for their workers and to help resolve the work-family imbalances that plague working families by providing paid family leave or flexible schedules for parents of small children. It would be in the public interest for businesses to help their employees in these ways, and many can do so without incurring great expense.
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Although several of the policies we recommend are controversial, we have found a great deal of agreement on the three general employment and training issues we discuss in this chapter. Specifically, we all believe that education and training are one of the keys to reducing poverty and increasing economic mobility, that government policy should aim to make work pay more at the bottom of the earnings distribution, and that we should strive to find a reasonable balance between promoting or requiring work in public programs and ensuring economic security for all families. Yes, progressives and conservatives would select somewhat different paths to achieve these broad goals. But because we agree on the goals, there is every possibility that well-functioning federal and state governments can find compromises such as our group has found.
Together we can move the nation's workers and families, especially those at the bottom, toward greater participation in the nation's economy, toward higher earnings and family incomes, and toward improved financial security.
